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We are hearing a plea for reinforce-
ments from the NATO forces, from U.S.
troops on the ground. And what is the
President’s reaction? Remember the
President, ‘“‘Osama bin Laden, dead or
alive; dead or alive, we are going to
hunt him to the ends of the Earth’’? He
does not talk about that anymore, does
he? The Taliban, Afghanistan. He is to-
tally focused on his failed policies in
Iraq, where there was no al Qaeda,
where there were no weapons of mass
destruction, where there was no Osama
bin Laden.
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And now the President, as part of an
attempt to paper over his failed strat-
egy yet once again and pretend there is
possibly a military solution, he is
going to take U.S. troops out of south-
ern Afghanistan and send them to
Baghdad, despite the warnings that the
one-eyed Omar and the Taliban intend
to try and retake Kandahar against the
pathetic NATO troops that are defend-
ing that region, hobbled by extraor-
dinarily restrictive rules of engage-
ment.

There is a possibility that there will
be a new sanctuary and there will be a
resurgence in place for the terrorists to
go, but it is not Iraq. The President, in
his blind obsession with Iraq, is failing
to see the real threats against the
United States of America. The Presi-
dent should not, and this Congress
should not, support an escalation of
the war in Iraq, sending 21,500 troops in
Iraq, some of whom are vitally needed
in Afghanistan who will be displaced as
part of that number because we have
taxed our military so heavily.

This is wrong policy for Iraq, wrong
policy for America, and wrong policy
for the much-touted war in Iragq. We
must refocus our efforts on Afghani-
stan, and we must work more broadly
for a solution in Iraq, following many
of the recommendations of the Ham-
ilton-Baker report rejected by the
President in favor of doing the same
thing again and again and again.

This is not a change in policy. It is
the same failed policies of the past.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

PANCHO VILLA RIDES AGAIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I bring you
news from the second front: the border
war continues.

Ninety years after his example,
Pancho Villa would be proud knowing
that armed banditos from Mexico con-
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tinue to invade the United States bor-
der to harass U.S. citizens, and the U.S.
Government won’t do what is nec-
essary to stop this invasion.

The Associated Press reports on Jan-
uary 3 of this year: gun-toting Mexican
outlaws encountered U.S. National
Guard troops along the U.S.-Mexico
border near Sasabe, Arizona. After sup-
posedly bringing drugs into our land,
these outlaws were headed back home
to Mexico when they overran this Ari-
zona National Guard ‘‘outpost.”

Make no mistake about it. These
criminals were not ‘‘undocumented mi-
grant workers” who daily cross the
U.S. border illegally, but fierce outlaws
armed with AK-47 automatic rifles.
They were taking full advantage of our
weak border rules of engagement pol-
icy, or shall I say non-policy.

According to the National Guard, the
gunmen defiantly approached our bor-
der troops in what was described as an
‘‘aggressive manner.” But instead of
holding steady against this threatening
approach, our Guardsmen fled. That’s
right, they retreated. Why? Because it
is the policy that the National Guard
may not fire their weapons unless fired
upon or in danger of serious bodily in-
jury and can only fire if no civilians
are in close proximity.

In other words, when approached by
armed intruders, the National Guard
must flee. With these restrictions, the
hostility left troops with the only
choice they had, follow the retreat
when confronted policy.

An ongoing investigation into the
January 3 threat is being conducted by
the U.S. Border and Customs Patrol. A
spokesman for the U.S. Customs and
Border Patrol stated, ‘“The exceptional
job of these agents and troops is anger-
ing drug dealers, and that is probably
the reason that they were so bold, and
that heightened frustration may be
connected’” with the incursion on Jan-
uary 3 and overrunning the outpost.

These narcoterrorists act as if Amer-
ica is their country and the National
Guard are the intruders. Our govern-
ment must allow our troops to engage
the criminal invaders. If they come
onto our land armed, we should fight,
not flee from the scene. The war on the
border is escalating. Ignoring these at-
tacks only encourages Mexican drug
dealers to be more aggressive in their
criminal enterprises.

Homeland security begins at home by
protecting our borders from these ille-
gal invaders. In the days of Pancho
Villa, banditos encroached upon the
border on horseback. But U.S. soldiers
and Texas Rangers fought back and
took control of our border. Now these
banditos come across by any means
necessary: in Humvees, in the backs of
trucks, on foot, and they are saddled
with deadly fire power. They traffic
drugs, illegal aliens, and they are
armed while doing it.

In 1916, our government ordered
thousands of National Guardsmen to
protect the borders and to protect U.S.
citizens. General John J. Pershing did
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that. He defended our borders, and he
chased banditos back to Mexico.

In 2007, the U.S. Government has
once again called the National Guard
to protect and defend. But the U.S. en-
gagement policy is beneficial only to
the intruders by not allowing the Na-
tional Guard to defend themselves or
our sovereignty with their weapons.

How is the National Guard to shield
our country from this invasion when
they can’t capture armed bandits? Or
should they be called ‘‘undocumented
firearm enthusiasts’’? If our National
Guard is on the border, they should be
allowed to protect our country from
hostile invaders using any means nec-
essary. After all, they are the National
Guard, not national bird watchers.
Let’s not send our National Guard or
border agents to perform a task with a
no-detain or no-shoot policy. Other-
wise, how can they protect America?

Armed renegades attacking our bor-
ders are invaders and should be treated
as such. Mexico refuses to crack down
on their criminals encroaching on U.S.
land. In fact, they encourage this in-
trusion.

Has our Nation lost the moral will to
protect our border? We protect the bor-
der of other nations. We protect the
Korean border. We protect the Iraqi
border. Let us protect our own border.
A line must be drawn in the sand order-
ing these desperados to leave or the
U.S. Calvary will deal with them like
General Pershing did 100 years ago.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

PRESIDENT HEADED IN WRONG
DIRECTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, last
night we heard from a President who
plans to continue in the wrong direc-
tion, believing that our military can
solve a political quagmire; but every
day that we are there, our military
presence makes the situation worse.

Mr. Speaker, sending more troops
will only fuel the insurgency. We don’t
belong there, and our brave and capa-
ble troops need to come home.

I ask you: How can we believe a
President who had already sent troops
to Baghdad before his speech and he
didn’t mention it? Unbelievably, he is
sending troops, and of course he didn’t
mention this, that don’t have the most
advanced armor.

But, Mr. Speaker, while the Presi-
dent was giving his remarks, the U.S.
military was attacking the Iran con-
sulate, the consulate in the Kurdish re-
gion of Iraq. As yet, their consul has
not heard why from the United States.
The President didn’t tell us about that
attack.

It is troubling and it is sad that the
President has misrepresented so many
facts about Iraq. It seems he can’t dis-
tinguish between what he wants to be-
lieve and what is real. What he is call-
ing sectarian violence is really civil
war.
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